This paper proposes that the LXX preserves (most of) the original numbers in Genesis 5 and 11. Most of the MT's chronology in Genesis 5 and 11 does not represent the original text, and is the result of a deliberate and systematic post-AD 70 corruption. Corroborating external witnesses, internal and external evidence, text critical and LXX studies, and historical testimonies will be presented, along with arguments rebutting LXX inflation hypotheses. Explanations for important, accidental scribal errors will be discussed, and a text critical reconstruction of Genesis 5 and 11 will be proposed.
INTRODUCTION
For over two millennia and across a vast geographical span, Christian scholars and their Jewish predecessors commenting on Gen 5/11 almost universally concluded the genealogies yield a chronology. Until the Reformation, a majority of Christian chronologists believed the LXX preserved most of the original numbers (Hales, . During the Reformation, the Hebrew Masoretic Text (MT) supplanted the LXX in the Western church, and eventually a chronological interpretation of Gen 5/11 using the MT's numbers became the majority viewpoint. In his seminal work Primeval Chronology, W.H. Green concluded that "the Scriptures furnish no data for a chronological computation prior to the life of Abraham" (1890, p. 193 ). Green's perspective eventually became the dominant interpretation in conservative scholarship, and the chronological interpretation was largely abandoned. [The most persuasive arguments for a chronological interpretation of Gen 5/11 can be found in Sexton 2015 , 2018a and 2018b (See also, Goodenow 1896 Hasel 1980b; Kulling 1996; Sexton and Smith Jr. 2016; Tanner 2015) ].
The widespread adoption of Green's thesis effectively halted any serious discussion amongst conservatives on the numerical divergences between the three textual witnesses of Gen 5/11 (Table 1 ). In the 20 th and 21 st centuries, detailed interest in the evidence bearing on the begetting ages (ba), remaining years (ry), and lifespans in the MT/LXX/SP has become almost non-existent. Conservatives have, by and large, simply accepted the numbers in the MT as original, and tend to repeat superficial arguments for that perspective. Few attempts have been made to even probe the evidence in a serious manner (exceptions include: Cosner and Carter 2015; Sexton 2015; Shaw 2004; Young 2003) . Scholars who have proposed more in-depth resolutions almost invariably operate from the perspective of critical scholarship (Hendel 1998, p. 63; Klein 1974; Larsson 1983) , often leading to conclusions incompatible with a high view of Scripture. The model of textual reconstruction proposed here begins with the premise that the original, inspired numbers were historically accurate, internally consistent, and mathematically correct.
Overall, the MT is our most reliable and important witness to the original OT text. However, as Young notes:
In general, M[T] is a conservative, persistent, and stable text, and has been shown repeatedly to be the best and most important witness to the ancient Hebrew Bible. But it is not perfect; in places it has suffered corruption (p.
425; cf. Gentry 2009).
Even though the Reformers had largely accepted the Gen 5/11 MT chronology as original, a number of subsequent Christian chronologists argued that the LXX fundamentally preserves the original figures and the MT's primeval chronology is the result of a deliberate post-AD 70 corruption (Goodenow 1896; Hales 1830; Hayes 1741; Jackson 1752; Russell 1865; Seyffarth 1859) . Unfortunately, modern conservatives have not engaged with their arguments. Instead, superficial reasons for dismissing the LXX's primeval chronology are widespread in the conservative academic literature. Kainan's inclusion or exclusion in Gen 11 (Appendix, n. 11) and Methuselah's begetting age (Smith Jr., 2017) are often used to pummel the LXX's credibility. Moreover, evangelicals tend to quickly dismiss LXX Gen 5/11 either because of the numerous (and often substantial) text critical divergences between the LXX and MT in other OT books, or because of unsubstantiated theological predispositions favoring the MT. A few brief examples should demonstrate my point.
Williams does not explicitly reject the LXX in Gen 5/11, but by citing text critical problems in books outside of Genesis (and the Pentateuch), the tenor of his argument encourages the reader to be dismissive of any serious consideration of its primeval chronology (pp. 99-100). Ray downplays the LXX by pointing out the number of numerical variants in extant MSS, contrasted against the united witness of the MT (p. 35; similarly, Hasel 1980a, p. 36) . Merrill claims that " [n] o good reason exists to scuttle MT in favor of the two major versions" (p. 270). Green asserts the MT's numbers are "incontrovertibly established" (p. 300). Whitcomb/Morris label the LXX's numbers as "obviously false" (p. 475). Jones' arguments are dogmatic and blatantly hostile: "It is deplorable enough that a witness so corrupt, depraved, and morally impaired as the LXX has been allowed by text critics and other scholars a place in the witness box as to the true text of the Old Testament." Jones even makes the preposterous (and all too common) assertion that the LXX did not even exist until the 2 nd century AD (p. 19; 17, n. 2).
Williams' use of LXX books outside of Genesis to cast doubt on the Gen 5/11 LXX numbers is a defective text critical methodology.
The Pentateuch was translated in Egypt more than a century before the rest of the OT books were translated by others, perhaps in Israel (Gentry, p. 24) . Most LXX books developed independently of one another, and then circulated in individual scrolls. Thus, each book presents its own unique text critical challenges. Aejmelaeus explains:
With regard to textual criticism, this means that observations made about the text of one book cannot be generalized to cover other books… the text-critical problems concerning the Septuagint vary greatly from book to book… Because the various books were translated over a period of at least a hundred years by different individuals, it is impossible to draw up any general rules concerning the use or usefulness of the Septuagint in the textual criticism of the whole OT (pp. 59, 61, 63) .
Consistent with Aejmelaeus' methodological framework is Shaw's thesis. His overview of the main textual variants found in Gen 1-11 (excluding the numbers) is actually relevant to this investigation, since Gen 5/11 appear in the same literary context, and reflect the work of the same translator(s). Shaw concludes the three witnesses -LXX/SP/MT-all go back to one original base text (pp. 16-45) . Such an analysis is much more pertinent than appeals to the complex text critical challenges found in completely unrelated LXX books, such as Job, I Samuel, Jeremiah, or Ezekiel.
Ray's predisposition against the LXX because it has many more numerical variants in Gen 5/11 than the MT fails on numerous points. First, the Jewish Diaspora and the Church widely disseminated the LXX across a vast geography and time in antiquity (Hengel 2002) . Conversely, the proto-MT (the precursor to the MT) was under the highly controlled authority of the rabbis in the post-70 AD period, whereby variants were purged from the MSS and strict measures were employed for copying the Hebrew text (Tov 2011, pp. 30-31 Cosner and Carter attempt to approach the subject more objectively than most: "We did not come into the analysis with the agenda of proving MT superiority" (p. 105). While I certainly accept their intention as earnest, their method immediately moves into a pro-MT/anti-LXX stance. First, they quickly appeal to very brief pro-MT opinions from two conservative scholars. They do not adequately develop or defend the basis for these opinions. Second, they speculate that the LXX may have been inflated by the Alexandrian Jews to "agree with the Egyptian chronology of Manetho" (p. 99), a theory that has at least 8 fatal flaws (see below). No other viable motive for alleged LXX inflations is presented. Third, they utilize lifespans in SP Gen 11 as the foundation for reconstructing the post-Flood chronology. These numbers were added to the SP by uninspired scribes over 1000 years after Moses, and are not original (Hendel, p. 73) . They cannot be used as a reliable foundation for textual reconstruction. Fourth, they provide no viable explanation for how/why the chronology in Gen 11 SP was (allegedly) inflated independently of the LXX. Fifth, they provide no analysis of external witnesses to Gen 5/11 from antiquity. This absence is striking and at odds with text-critical scholarship on the OT (Wevers 1974b; Hendel 1998; Kauhanen 2013) . Sixth, there is no substantive interaction with LXX scholars who argue that the LXX translators treated the Genesis text very conservatively, and that the numbers came from the Hebrew Vorlage. In the end, Cosner and Carter deduce that the MT's chronology is original, a conclusion that was baked into the methodological cake from the outset. (Despite my criticisms of their methodology and conclusions, their article contributes positively to the subject).
This representative sampling of approaches can be categorized as either dismissive, superficial, or methodologically deficient. Getting to the bottom of this complex subject first requires shedding conservative evangelicalism's anti-LXX impulse. Gentry writes:
Differences, therefore, between the LXX and other witnesses to the text which are genuine textual variants should be evaluated on a case by case basis, and one should not prefer a priori either the LXX or the MT (p. 33).
Unquestionably, the numerical divergences in Gen 5/11 qualify as genuine variants. They are a unique problem, and by and large, are not the result of accidental errors. Many of the numbers have undergone deliberate and systematic revision. They must be judiciously evaluated on their own merits, while all relevant evidence is carefully assessed. Table 1 illustrates how the numbers vary among the three witnesses. While some of the differences can be ascribed to accidental errors (Appendix, nn. [5] [6] [7] [8] 11) , scholars universally acknowledge that the divergences of 100 years (50 for Nahor) in the ba signify deliberate alterations of the text. This is further confirmed by six 100-year variations in the ry in Gen 5, which were also deliberately amended so that the original lifespans would remain intact when a mathematical cross-check is performed. These differences are of great chronological significance. This is particularly true for the post-Flood epoch, where the apologetic task of correlating preAbrahamic archaeological evidence with the primeval history is dependent on the accuracy of the begetting ages and the date of the Flood.
CHRONOLOGICAL INFLATION OR DEFLATION?

LXX Inflation Hypotheses
The Ancient witnesses such as Julius Africanus (AD 170-240) affirm that Egyptian chronologies in general were much longer than the LXX's:
The Egyptians, indeed, with their boastful notions of their own antiquity, have put forth a sort of account of it by the hand of their astrologers in cycles and myriads of years… they think they fall in with the eight or nine thousands of years... (Wallraff, p. 25, emphasis added) .
Similarly, Theophilus of Antioch (d. AD 183) argues the age of the world (5529 BC) is much more recent than the "…15 times 10,375 years, as we have already mentioned Apollonius the Egyptian gave out…" (Schaff 2004 (Schaff , p. 1118 . And, Eusebius suggested that Egyptian chronologies in antiquity should be deflated to bring them in line with the comparatively shorter (and in his view, accurate) LXX chronology (Adler, Although the LXX has been transmitted into Greek, these details [the numbers in Gen 5/11] should not be ascribed to the translator, but the Hebrew Vorlage… they did not go as far as to recalculate the logic or system of genealogical lists. The LXX translation of Genesis is relatively literal, although some freedom in small details is recognizable, but no large scale translational pluses, minuses or changes are found in this version… Accordingly, any recalculation of chronological lists by a translator is highly unlikely. Furthermore, the LXX version of the lists has much in common with the SP, especially in chapter 11, strengthening the assumption that the two phenomena took place at the Hebrew level (2015, p. 221, n. 1, emphasis added).
Building on Tov's argument, LXX inflation hypotheses cannot account for the higher ba in SP Gen 11, which fundamentally match two completely independent sources: LXX Gen 11 and Josephus' Hebrew text of Genesis (Tables 1 and 2 ).
In addition, the SP's antediluvian chronology differs drastically from the LXX, where it exhibits severe deflation. The SP matches the artificially constructed chronology found in Jubilees (Smith Jr. 2018a; Appendix, n. 3) . Evidence of deliberate deflation in SP Gen 5 from the original is found in Jerome. In his SP MSS, the figures for Methuselah and Lamech in Genesis 5:25-28 do not match the numbers in any present-day SP MSS (Table 1) . Instead, Jerome's SP MSS contained Methuselah's numbers (187, 782, 969) , matching the MT and some LXX MSS. A reading from the Samareitikon, a Greek translation of the SP or a Samaritan Targum (Joosten 2015) , also has 782 as the ry for Methuselah (Wevers 1974b, p. 106) . Thus, the SP was deliberately reduced (at minimum) for the lives of both Methuselah and Lamech (Hayward, p. 35; Smith Jr., 2017, p. 170, n. 5; 175) to bring it in line with Jubilees. While the SP scribes deflated Gen 5 SP to match Jubilees (Smith Jr., 2018a) , no adequate motive has been proposed for their alleged inflation of the Gen 11 begetting ages.
In summary, LXX inflation hypotheses fail (in part or whole) on eight major points:
1. They cannot explain the matching ba in the SP and LXX of Genesis 11, which would need to arise separately and independently, and yet somehow identically, if any LXX inflation hypothesis were true. The SP certainly did not originate from the LXX.
2. There are no ancient testimonies to support them.
3. It would have been impossible for the LXX translators (or anyone else) to get away with such a fraud due to the subsequent dissemination of the LXX throughout the Diaspora. Jewish communities embraced and used the LXX for several centuries before the advent of the Church. A falsely inflated primeval chronology would have been quickly exposed as fraudulent.
LXX Genesis bears no evidence of significant conformity to
Egyptian world view claims, making it dubious that the translators would have corrupted the sacred text to conform solely with Egyptian chronology.
5. The LXX's chronology fails to equal or surpass ancient versions of Egyptian chronology.
6. If the goal of equaling or surpassing Egyptian chronology was real, then the LXX's chronology should be much longer than it presently is. Gen 5 could have been expanded by at least two millennia. Gen 11 could have been inflated by several centuries.
7. Septuagint and OT textual scholars maintain that the numbers in LXX Gen 5/11 should be attributed to the LXX's Hebrew Vorlage, not the translators. Thus, the LXX testifies to an early 3 rd century BC Hebrew text of Genesis with the longer chronology.
8. There is external evidence of Hebrew Genesis texts that contained the longer primeval chronology in the 1 st century AD and earlier.
Any inflation theory must provide a specific and adequate motive for inflating the numbers. To my knowledge, a coherent, rational explanation and viable motive for inflations in the LXX that can account for all of the evidence has yet to be produced. (Smith Jr. 2017, p. 171, n. 14) .
Why would the rabbis deflate the primeval chronology by 1250 years? Chronological speculations and calculations pertaining to the time of the messiah's arrival (messianic chronology) were widespread in Second Temple Judaism (Beckwith 1981; 1996, p. 217; Wacholder 1975) . Messianic chronologies were connected to the prophecy of Daniel 9:24-27 and closely associated with the days of Creation, with each day symbolizing 1000 years of world history. In some schemes, the messiah would arrive in the 6th millennium from creation (AM 5000-5999 AM), and usher in the kingdom in the 7th millennium (AM 6000; Wallraff, et. al 2007, pp. XXIII, 291) . Other schemes held that the Messiah would arrive in/around the year AM 4000 (Beckwith 1981; Silver, pp. 6, 16) , an idea later repeated in the rabbinic Babylonian Talmud (Abodah Zarah 9a; Sanhedrin 97b).
The rabbinic world chronology in the Seder Olam Rabbah (ca. AD 140-160; Guggenheimer 1998), based on the MT, dates Creation to 3761 BC, placing the arrival of the Messiah to around AD 240 (Beckwith 1981) in the AM 4000 messianic scheme. The Seder Olam was developed and written by the very same rabbis who deflated the MT's numbers in Gen 5/11 to discredit Jesus and the ascending Church. Simply stated, the rabbinic date of Creation derived from the authoritative Seder Olam places Jesus' life too soon for him to be the Messiah.
The Seder Olam's massive chronological deflation scheme is also exhibited in its erroneous post-Exilic chronology, which the rabbis significantly reduced by about 185 years (Hughes, p. 257) . This reduction was done in conjunction with their reinterpretation of Daniel 9, which they associated with the Temple's destruction instead of the Messiah (Beckwith 1981, p. 536 In an ideological and historical context rife with apocalyptic expectation expressed in various forms of chrono-messianism, Pharisaic/rabbinic Judaism was facing a cataclysmic crisis. The Gospel was spreading like wildfire, while the Romans had razed the Temple to the ground, set Jerusalem ablaze and ravaged Israel twice in 65 years. Barely clinging to life was the rabbinic community, desperate to preserve its heritage and intensely threatened by the expanding Jesus movement. Their circumstances were dire, and their intense hatred of Jesus and His Church has undeniable NT theological support.
The small core of Judaism that arose from the ashes had autonomous control over the few surviving Hebrew MSS from the Temple. Judaism was no longer variegated, but dominated and controlled by the "scribes and Pharisees" (Mark 2:16). The powerful Rabbi Akiba (40-137 AD) was a fierce enemy of the Gospel. Akiba could decree certain Hebrew texts in the Temple Court to be unfit for public reading, and have them removed from use (Nodet 1997, pp. 193-194) . Akiba and his fellow rabbis possessed the necessary authority and opportunity to introduce wholesale chronological changes into the biblical text while also purging the higher numbers from the textual stream (Sexton 2015, pp. 210-218) . In the aftermath of 70 AD, it became possible for the rabbis to amend their Hebrew MSS and hide the trail of evidence. Akiba's disciple Aquila, along with the later Jewish recensions of the LXX, also deflated the numbers in their Greek translations to match the MT (Wevers 1974b, pp. 102-105) . "In short, after the destruction of Jerusalem it was possible to introduce a corrupted Biblical chronology" (Seyffarth, p. 125) .
The rabbis possessed adequate motive, authoritative means, and unique opportunity to systematically revise the sacred text, introduce the shorter chronology in the Seder Olam and proto-MT as authoritative, and remove evidence of the longer chronology. They are the only group who could have made this kind of radical chronological alteration permanent in future manuscripts.
Internal Evidence for Chronological Deflation
The rabbis did everything they could to hide evidence of these systematic changes, but ultimately, the MT betrays internal evidence of its monumental 1250-year chronological reduction.
First, the change of 50 years in Nahor's ba points to chronological deflation (Table 1) . If we assumed for the sake of argument that the MT preserves Nahor's original ba, and that the LXX's 79 (Wevers 1974b, p. 146 ) is the result of chronological inflation, we must ask why the corruptors only added 50 years instead of 100. Nothing prevented them from increasing Nahor's ba by 100 years. Not only would 129 have been consistent with the (alleged) 100-year inflations throughout the rest of the primeval chronology, this number would also fit in better with the previous LXX ba in Gen Using the MT, Abraham would have been neither "an old man," nor "full of years" compared to the world around him. This would be analogous to applying similar statements to a modern man who died at the age of 30 or 35.
In the LXX, however, Noah had been deceased for nearly 1000 years, Shem for about eight centuries, and Eber for about four, when Abraham died. Only in the longer chronology of the LXX/ SP had lifespans dropped to the point where Abraham's epitaph could be considered accurate and coherent. The MT's post-Flood chronology creates an insurmountable problem for MT advocates, for it yields genuine and irreconcilable errors within the sacred text.
EXTERNAL EVIDENCES VERIFY THE LONGER CHRONOLOGY IS ORIGINAL
Citations in external sources using Hebrew and Greek texts of Genesis circulating in the 1 st century AD and earlier should contain the higher ba in Gen 5/11 (and lower ry in Gen 5) if the rabbis soon thereafter deflated the chronology by 1250 years. And that's exactly what we find.
Demetrius the Chronographer (ca. 220 BC)
The historian Demetrius wrote in Alexandria during the reign of Ptolemy IV (221-205 BC). Demetrius' works are preserved in Eusebius and Clement. He wrote in Greek (Hanson, p. 183, n. 6) and is the earliest known external witness to the primeval chronology. He dates Creation to 5307 BC and the Flood to 3043 BC (Finegan, p. 145 ).
Fragment 2:18 reads, " [F] rom Adam until Joseph's brothers came into Egypt, there were 3624 years; and from the Deluge until Jacob's coming into Egypt, 1360 years" (Hanson, . These figures yield a period of 2264 years from Adam to the Flood (3624-1360), a figure only consistent with the longer chronology (Smith Jr. 2017, p. 172, n. 19) . As "the earliest datable AlexandrianJewish author we know" (Finegan, p. 141) , his witness to the longer primeval chronology predates the first reliable witness to the MT's chronology by several centuries.
Eupolemus (ca. 160 BC)
Eupolemus was a Jewish historian of the 2 nd century BC (Wacholder 1974, p. 3) . His Greek work is entitled, "On the Kings in Judea." Fragment 5 appears in Clement's Stromata (Fallon 1983 Eupolemus used the LXX, and since he was a high-ranking Jerusalem official, this indicates both the LXX and the longer chronology were embraced in Israel proper. Because of his status, he also had access to and used Hebrew texts, writing in a "koineJudaeo-Greek" with a "strong Hebrew flavor" (Wacholder 1974, pp. 12-13, 246-248, 256- (Harrington 1970, p. 507) . Upon (re)discovery in the 19 th century, it was wrongly attributed to Philo of Alexandria. LAB chronicles biblical history from Adam to Saul, and includes parallels from LAB 1:2-22 includes ba and ry from Seth to Lamech (Table 3) . LAB contains a few accidental scribal errors, but they are easily reconstructed and are only compatible with the longer Gen 5 chronology (Appendix, n. 10). Scholars who have extensively studied LAB unanimously agree that it was originally written in Hebrew (Jacobson, pp. 210, 215-224; Harrington 1970, pp. 508-514) . The author had a strong Pharisaic background (Ferch 1977) and wrote in Israel proper (Feldman 1996, p. 58) during the 1 st century AD, and before the destruction of the Temple (Harrington 1983, p. 299) . LAB breathes "that spirit of rabbinic Judaism which arose partly prior to, and mostly after, the A.D. 70 destruction of Jerusalem" (Ferch, p. 141 Moreover, the author used a Hebrew text of Genesis (Harrington 1971, pp. 2-6) . Since LAB was written in Hebrew by a Hebrew in the land of the Hebrews, there are no grounds to surmise that it depends on the LXX. Jacobson adds:
Aside from the prima facie improbability of this, it is hard to understand why someone who could write a skillful Hebrew prose in biblical style and clearly had an expert knowledge of the Hebrew Bible would have felt the need or desirability of consulting translations of the Bible… (p.
255-256).
Even if the author of LAB did somehow consult with the LXX, his endorsement of the longer chronology means it agreed with his Hebrew text of Gen 5/11.
More specifically, Lamech's ba of 182 (Table 3 ; Appendix, n. 2) confirms that LAB was based on a Genesis Hebrew text. The LXX almost universally reads 188 (Wevers 1974b, p. 107) . The MT reads 182. If LAB were originally written or later amended with the LXX as its guiding text, Lamech's ba would undoubtedly have been 188. Further, Lamech's ry (585) in LAB is easily clarified as an accidental scribal error (Appendix, n. 10; Jacobson, p. 292), and was 595 (=MT) originally. The 182 and 595 figures can only be explained by the direct use of a Hebrew text, adding up to the MT's lifespan of 777 (see also Josephus, below) . No LXX MSS contain these three numbers (Wevers 1974b, p. 107) , disproving any notion LAB's Gen 5 numbers were altered to conform it with the LXX.
In LAB we have the product of rabbinic, Pharisaic Judaism initially Smith ◀ The case for the Septuagint's chronology in Genesis 5 and 11 ▶ 2018 ICC 
Josephus (ca. AD 94)
Most of the higher ba found in Gen 5 of LAB and LXX Gen 5/11 also appear in Antiquities of the Jews (1:67, 83-87, 149-50; Tables  2 and 3 ). Josephus' numbers are often dismissed as a mere parroting of the LXX. A close examination reveals something quite different.
Josephus explicitly states that he worked directly from Hebrew texts (Ant. 1:5, 9:208, 10:218; Against Apion 1:1, 54). Studies by , Attridge (pp. 29-33), and Feldman (1998, pp. 25-26, 30 ) all confirm that he had a Genesis Hebrew text in his possession. Shutt demonstrates how Josephus often "hellenized" names in Genesis directly from the Hebrew (pp. 169, 178). Noah, for example, always appears as Νῶε in the LXX, but as Νῶχός in Josephus (Nodet 2011, pp. 261-262 (1997, pp. 192-194; Ag. Ap. 1:31) . If correct, this would push Josephus' witness to the longer chronology in a Genesis Hebrew text back to the turn of the millennium.
Only in accord with the longer chronology, Josephus states that the history recorded in the Hebrew Bible covers 5,000 years: "Those antiquities contain the history of 5000 years; and are taken out of our sacred books, but translated by me into the Greek tongue" (Ag. Ap. 1:1). And: "The things narrated in the sacred Scriptures, are, however, innumerable, seeing that they embrace the history of 5000 years…" (Ant. 1:13). This figure begins with Adam and ends with Artaxerxes (Ag. Ap. 1:8; ca. 425 BC), and cannot be reconciled with the MT's chronology, which covers (generously, at maximum) ca. 3900 years for the same period (Hardy and Carter 2014, p. 95) . The difference, strikingly, is explained by the 1250-year reduction in the MT by the rabbis. Hales is correct in stating the 5000-year statements are the "master key" to Josephus' overarching chronology of history since Adam:
The authenticity of this period of 5000 years is unquestionable from its repetition; and it has providentially escaped the depredations of his editors because it was only mentioned thus incidentally, and not applied formally as a chronological character (pp. 295, 297).
"The depredations of his editors" to which Hales refers are instances where chronological statements in Josephus MSS of Antiquities were later corrupted by scribes. Epochal summation figures in Ant. 1:82 and 1:148 were deflated to match totals derived from the MT. A few of the ba have been deflated as well. Because of (alleged) internal chronological discrepancies, it has been asserted that Antiquities is an unreliable witness to the chronology of Gen 5/11. Hasel claims that Josephus had the longer (LXX) and shorter chronologies (MT) in his possession simultaneously, as do others (Hendel, p. 69; Klein, pp. 245-250; Wacholder 1974, p. 98, n. 7; Whiston, p. 851) . He concludes that "Josephus does not seem to be of much help in answering the question of the time element" in the primeval history (1980a, pp. 25-26) . Scholars making these claims consistently fail to closely examine the manuscript evidence.
First, it is impossible that Josephus, twice, could have made such colossally basic math errors in the immediate context of the begetting ages he provides for each patriarch. For the antediluvian era, Josephus assures the reader Ant. 1.82 is accurate: "These years, added together, amount to the aforementioned total" (Ant. (Niese et. al. 2008, pp. 16, 19-20) .
For Methuselah's ba, the best MSS of Josephus attest to 187 as original, affirmed by Niese et. al. (2008, p. 20) , Thackeray (1931, p. 40) , and Whiston (p. 851). While some LXX MSS incorrectly have 167 (causing Methuselah to live 14 years past the Flood), no MSS of Josephus contain the erroneous 167 reading. There is no doubt that 187 is the correct number in Josephus, and its originality is confirmed by the MT, Demetrius, LAB, Julius Africanus, and various LXX MSS (Smith Jr. 2017, pp. 169-179) .
For Lamech's ba in Ant. 1.87, the witness of Josephus is primarily divided between 188 and 182/82. Manuscripts S, P, and L contain 82 (Niese et. al., p. 20) . The "100" (ἑκατὸν) dropped out by accident early in the transmissional history. There is no reason to surmise it was 82 originally. The Latin MSS contain 182 (Whiston, p. 851) . Meanwhile, 188 is found in codices M and O. 188 appears in almost all extant LXX MSS (Wevers 1974b, p. 107) , while 182 appears in the MT and LAB. Both Niese and Thackeray have chosen 188 as the original figure in Josephus, while Whiston has chosen 182. (We will return to Lamech in a moment). (1931, p. 38, n. d) .
Thackeray accepts the 188 reading in Ant. 1.87 for Lamech's ba, which agrees with the summation figure of 2262 years (cf. Niese and von Destinon 2008, p. 28; Feldman 2000, p. 31, n. 201) . Both the epochal summation (2262) and the correlating individual ba are found in manuscript O, considered one of the best witnesses of Josephus. The singular 1656 reading from the 12 th century AD Chronicle of Zonaras is based on a now unknown MS of Josephus (Feldman 2000, p. XXXVIII) , and is undoubtedly a corruption to conform Ant. 1.82 to the MT.
If 182 is Lamech's original ba ("82" in MSS S, P, and L), then it would reduce the years in Ant. 1.82 from 2262 to 2256. The figure of 2256 is unknown in witnesses of Josephus. I propose it was changed to 2656 by scribal error, where the "600" was accidentally picked up from Noah's age at the start of the Flood just two verses prior in Ant. 1.80 (Jackson 1752, p. 46, n. 88) . 2656 in Ant. 1.87 is found in 4 MSS (S, P, L and Lat. ; Niese et. al. 2008, p. 20) , the same witnesses that contain [1]82/182 for Lamech's ba. The figure of 2656 is not the result of attempted conformity to the MT's 1656.
The 2656 reading originated by accident from 2256 in an archetype that preceded the four later MSS in which it appears. Both 2262 and 2256 correspond with extant individual ba found in Ant. 1.83-87, and closely match the sum of the numbers found in LXX Gen 5. The difference is found in Lamech's ba. Since Josephus himself and modern scholars state that he used a Genesis Hebrew text, 2256 is the original pre-Flood calculation in Ant. 1.82. It requires 182 for Lamech's ba, which only appears in Hebrew texts (LAB, MT) and not in any LXX MSS (Wevers 1974b, p. 107) . This is confirmed even further by the appearance of 707 for Lamech's lifespan in all MSS of Josephus, almost surely the result of the 70 (ἑβδομήκοντα) dropping out in the very early stages of its textual transmission (Feldman 2000, p. 32, n. 223 (Niese and von Destinon, p. 28) , and are often considered superior witnesses to Books 1-10 of Antiquities (Nodet 1997, p. 158, n. 12) . Ant. 1:149-150 contain the higher individual ba, so the 992-year reading is correct, and is the only one that makes sense of the context. Thackeray concludes: th year, a number found in all witnesses. (We will return to Nahor in a moment). In Ant. 1:149, Serug fathered Nahor at age 132 (LXX/SP-130), and Reu was 130 (LXX/SP-132) when he fathered Serug. These have been accidentally transposed, and no variants match the MT. The begetting ages for Peleg, Eber, Shelah and Arpachshad all match the LXX/SP, with no variants (Niese et. al. 2008, p. 37) . The absence of Kainan further confirms Josephus' use of a Genesis Hebrew text (Appendix, n. 11). The incorrect figure of "12" for Arpachshad's birth year after the Flood differs from the 2-year figure found in the MT/SP/LXX (Gen 11:10) . It is surely a scribal gloss.
Nahor's original ba in Ant. 1:149 is usually considered to be 120 (Thackeray 1931, p. 73) . This number diverges from the LXX/ SP reading of 79 (Wevers 1974b, p. 146 ) and the MT (29). It is reasonable to surmise that Josephus originally wrote Nahor's ry of 129 accidentally (Hales, pp. 301-302; Wevers 1974b, p. 147) . Or, his Hebrew MS contained an erroneous reading of 129 from a scribal error. 129 then became 120 by scribal error in the transmission of Antiquities (Hughes, p. 248, n. 16 ). If we accept 129 as the original number in Josephus, and we correct Arpachshad's birth year after the Flood from twelve to two, then the individual begetting ages add up exactly to 992, vindicating Josephus' original epochal summary found in MSS R and O of Ant. 1:148.
Despite the difficulties with reconstructing Nahor's ba, the total evidence from Josephus undoubtedly supports the longer chronology. Only 129 for Nahor's ba, combined with the higher ba unanimously attested in all extant MSS of Ant. 1:149-50, can explain the 992-year epochal summation figure in MSS R and O. Moreover, statements by Josephus himself cannot possibly be reconciled with a 292-year time span from Abraham back to the Flood (Hayes, . The 292-year reading is not original, and should be recognized as a widespread and "palpable forgery" (Hales, p. 294) .
One final piece of evidence confirms the longer chronology was in Josephus' Greek and Hebrew texts of Gen 5/11. I have argued that the MT's shorter chronology did not exist in biblical MSS of Genesis before 70 AD. However, some of the MT/SP begetting ages in Gen 5 do appear in the artificial primeval chronology of Jubilees. These begetting ages found in Jubilees were not derived from the Genesis text but were invented by the author to create a jubilees based chronology. Jubilees is the original source of the shorter pre-Flood chronology, not the Genesis text (Smith Jr. 2018 ; Appendix, n. 3). Halpern-Amaru has shown that Josephus was familiar with and used the Book of Jubilees (2001). If so, he would Smith ◀ The case for the Septuagint's chronology in Genesis 5 and 11 ▶ 2018 ICC have been familiar with the shorter antediluvian chronology (1307 years) found in it. However, he did not use any of the begetting ages in Jubilees that match the MT/SP, he used the longer chronology found in his Hebrew text of Genesis instead.
Summary of the External Witnesses to Gen 5/11
A text-critical analysis of the extant MSS of Antiquities debunks the claim that Josephus was confused, or that he had both the longer and shorter chronologies in his possession simultaneously, or that his original chronology matched the MT. While Josephus also utilized the LXX at times, his endorsement of the longer primeval chronology shows there was no conflict between his Hebrew and Greek texts of Gen 5/11. Josephus' hellenizing of names in Gen 5/11 directly from the Hebrew, the manuscript evidence for Antiquities, detailed studies by Josephus scholars, Lamech's 182 and 707/777, the absence of Kainan, and the 5000-year statements all converge to demonstrate that Josephus possessed a Genesis Hebrew text with the longer chronology.
The other external witnesses to Gen 5/11-LAB, Eupolemus, and Demetrius-affirm the existence of the longer chronology in both Hebrew and Greek texts in the 1 st century AD and earlier. Before the destruction of the Temple, only one witness contains begetting ages unique to the short chronology of the MT (and Gen 5 SP): the chronologically fabricated Book of Jubilees.
TEXT CRITICAL RECONSTRUCTION OF GENESIS 5 AND 11
We will now briefly summarize five main areas of textual reconstruction for Genesis 5 and 11. The proposed original numbers appear in Table 4 .
The Genesis 5 Lifespans
These figures serve as the foundational entry point for the textual reconstruction of Gen 5/11. We first note the significance of the unified witness for the lifespans of Adam through Mahalalel, then Enoch, in MT/LXX/SP (Table 1) . Jared and Methuselah's lifespans match in LXX/MT. Lamech's 777 is found in the MT, Josephus, and LAB. Josephus provides external attestation for the correct lifespans, while LAB does so indirectly with the addition of its ba and ry (Table 3) . Combined together, these lifespan witnesses serve to establish a singular textual origin for Genesis 5. Table 3 presents the triple witness to the original ba for Gen 5. LAB's ry match the LXX and are consistent with the ba and lifespans found in LXX/Josephus. The SP has been deliberately and severely deflated down to 1307 years, matching the artificial chronology of Jubilees (Appendix, n. 3; Smith, Jr. 2018) . The MT's chronology has been deflated by the rabbis by exactly 600 years (2256 to 1656). The epochal summation figure of 2256 years is affirmed by Antiquities 1.82 and the manual addition of LAB's ba figures.
The Matching Begetting Ages in the LXX-LAB-Josephus of Genesis 5
Unanimously Attested, Original Numbers
Noah's age at the Flood (600, 601), ba (500), ry (350) and lifespan (950) are unanimously attested in LXX/MT/SP. Josephus notes Noah's 600 th year when the Flood began, and his lifespan (Ant. 1:80, 87). LAB 5:8 records his lifespan (Jub. 10:16) and years after the Flood (350). Shem's ba (100), ry (500), the phrase "two years after the Flood" (Gen. 11:10) , and Terah's ba of 70 (Ant. 1.149; LAB 4:17) are all attested in the LXX/MT/SP. Like the Gen 5 lifespans, these numbers strongly anchor all three textual witnesses back to one original source. These numbers (and those for Methuselah and Lamech) were left unaltered by the rabbis in the proto-MT because of the chronological problems that would have resulted from deflating them.
The Matching Begetting Ages in the LXX-SP-Josephus of Genesis 11
Apart from Kainan (Appendix, n. 11) , the ba in the LXX/SP match each other exactly from Arpachshad to Terah (Table 1) . They are affirmed in detail and in summary by a third, independent external witness: Josephus' Hebrew text of Genesis. The primeval chronologies of Eupolemus (Greek/Hebrew) and Demetrius (Greek) must necessarily include the higher ba as well. The rabbis deflated the post-Flood chronology in the proto-MT by exactly 650 years.
The Dual Witness of the Remaining Years in Gen 11 LXX/ MT
When the rabbis deflated selected ba in Gen 5, they had to inflate each corresponding ry by 100 years to keep the original lifespans intact (Table 1) . However, there were no lifespans in the original, Smith ◀ The case for the Septuagint's chronology in Genesis 5 and 11 ▶ 2018 ICC 127 inspired text of Gen 11. Although the rabbis deflated the ba by 100 years each (and Nahor by 50 years), they did not need to inflate the ry because there were no lifespans to serve as a checksum. They had no reason to amend the ry, so they left them intact in Gen 11.
After accounting for accidental scribal errors, I propose that each ry in Gen 11 MT reflects the original numbers, and MSS of the LXX also preserve the original ry. When reconstructed textcritically, each ry in LXX/MT Gen 11 can be shown to have originally matched (Appendix, . These agreements provide corroborating evidence for the longer chronology in Gen 11, and powerfully support the claim that the rabbis deflated the MT's primeval chronology.
CONCLUSION
In this paper, I have proposed a theory of textual reconstruction for the numbers in Genesis 5 and 11 based on text critical and internal evidences, Septuagint studies, ancient testimonies, and external witnesses. The LXX's primeval chronology, with a Creation date of ca. 5554 BC and a Flood date of ca. 3298 BC, has the strongest evidence favoring its originality.
Based on the totality of the evidence, I respectfully encourage conservative evangelicals to immediately abandon three prevailing dogmas:
1. Any LXX inflation hypothesis. occasionally re-translated over several centuries, increasing the complexity of the problem. The knotty textual situation is exactly what one might expect because of Kainan's accidental omission from an early Hebrew archetypal MS. Instead of being definitive evidence against Kainan's originality, the textual mess serves to support a larger argument in favor of his inclusion.
Inflexible adherence to Ussher
For now, my working theory is that Kainan is original to Genesis 10:24, 11:13-14, and Luke 3:36, unless evidence and analysis moves the research into a different direction. While the question of Kainan is significant, it must be reiterated that the originality of the longer chronology is not dependent on Kainan's inclusion in Gen 10, 11 or Luke 3:36. Smith ◀ The case for the Septuagint's chronology in Genesis 5 and 11 ▶ 2018 ICC 
